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A JOINT EFFORT TO ENHANCE THE DISSEMINATION FUNCTITNS

OF STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES

FINAL REPORT

INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1969 the United States Office of Education sponsored a

national meeting to examine information dissemination efforts within SEA's.

This initial encounter was designed to introduce the establishment of a net-

work of communication and cooperation involving USOE and the state education

agencies. With the anticipated expansion of the responsibilities of a central

coordinating agency, the National Center for Educational Communication within

USOE was established in 1970 and became the focus for continuing efforts in

information dissemination. In August, 1972, the National Institute of Edu-

cation was established and took over the role of NCEC.

In June, 1970, the Texas Education Agency was awarded funds to operate a

project entitled "Improvement of the Dissemination Function of State Departments

of Education" to facilitate the diffusion of practices in information dissemi-

nation through a "secretariat" position. Two national conferences were sponsored

by the Texas Project for dissemination representatives named by each Chief State

School Officer. The first meeting emphasized the definition of dissemination,

specifically the elements of a dissemination program; the second identified

strategies to put educational research into educational practice.

When the Texas Project terminated in 1971, a great need remained for the

continuation of the effort to produce an efficient and effective national system.

The South Carolina education afreney was funded for 1971-1972 to operate a pro-

ject entitled "A Joint Effort ._cl Enhance Dissemination Functions in State Edu-

cation Agencies." In the summer of 1972 the project was funded for an additional
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six months, and that December another grant war awarded to take the project

through June 30, 1973. This project was designed to provide practical

training in the dissemination of educational information, to identify dis-

semination models within the states, to identify resources for assistance

in implementing these models, to establish a data base of current state dis-

semination practices, and to maintain and strengthen existing communication

channels now operating between NNE and state education agencies.

For the past two Years the South Carolina Department of Education has

worked toward the completion of the above objectives by implementing varioos

specific activities. These activities were conducted in close cooperation with

the personnel from the National Institute of Education, the Steering Committee,

and the designated State Dissemination Liaison Representatives.

Major Activities (July 1, 1971 to September 30, 1971)

A. The first project Steering Committee meeting was held in St. Louis,

Missouri, on September 1-2. The members at that time were: South Carolina,

Texas, Utah, New York, and Nebraska. The committee discussed all the activities

of the project with particular emphasis on the following:

1. Proposed objectives for the project.

^. Proposal of alternatives for the dates, location, and program
of the first national conference.

3. Design for the collection and analysis of data on dissemination
efforts from state education agencies. (Update of 7!anagement
FeYiews.)

4. Status report concerning the "state of the art" of national
efforts to coordinate SEA dissemination activities.

5. Proposal for the September issue of the national project news-
letter.

B. A format for the project newsletter was designed and approved. The

major purpose of the newsletter was to identify and discuss current tr'nds,

events and resources in information dissemination within state education agencies.

(See Appewlix A.
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C. A design was developed for the collection, analysis, 11-.(! reporting

of data on state education sgencv dissemination efforts.

Major Activities (October 1, 1)71 to December 31, 19711

A. The first National Disseminatlon Conference hosted h this project

was held at the Sheraton-Jefferson Hotel, St. Louis, November 9-:0.

The objectives of the conference were:

1. To provide practical training in the information dissemination
process.

2. To provide a forum for the sharing of promising educational
practices.

3. To convey to the conference participants the objectives and
activities of the project.

(A summary of the conference proceedings is in Appendix B.)

B. An evaluation instrument developed by the Evaluation Section, office

of Research, to measure the effectiveness of the National Conference was dis-

tributed to each participant. (See Appendix C.)

C. The first issue of the project newsletter was printed and distributed.

Major Activities (January 1, 1972 to March 31, 1972)

A. A Steering Committee meeting was held in Atlanta, Georgia, January

11-12. The purposes of this meeting were to evaluate the project to date, with

particular emphasis on the National Dissemination Conferences, and to set direc-

tions for future project activities, witn emphasis on possible national or

regional meetings. (See Appendix D for summary.)

B. The second issue of the project newsletter was printed and distributed.

Major Activities 'April_ 1, 1972 to June 30, 1972,

A. A Steering Committee meeting was held in Columbia prior to the National

Dissemination Conference C'sy lo, 19721. Final details of the conference were

discussed with emphasis nn the role of Steering Committee members. The new
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Steering CoTnit'Ase ,-embers (Glenn '::cite, m.issoeri, A-1,! cecrge 1:atairi, Oregon)

were introduced. The Steering Committee also met brieflv in ,oln-hTh after the

National Conference to make an initial assessment of the effectivene.4s

conference and to discuss the results of the regional group meetings.

B. the second National Dissemination Conference hosted by this project

was held at the Town House Motor Inn, Columbia, South Carolina, Mali 11-12.

Objectives of this conference were:

1. To be informed of recent developments and projected
support for SEA communication efforts by the National
Center for Educational Communication.

2. To observe major components of a state system for the
dissemination of technical and program information through
Educational Extension Agents.

3. To discuss regional communication efforts (a* a follow-
up to the national meeting).

(See Appendix E for Conference Summary.)

C. The third issue of the project newsletter wa,-; printed and distributed.

Major Activities (July 1, 1972 to September 30, 19721

A. Missouri and Oregon replaced Texas and Utah on the Steering Committee

according to the stipnlations of the project proposal for a routine change of

Steering Committee representation.

B. The fourth issue of the project newsletter was printed and distributed.

C. Region I (New ork. Connecticut, Mane, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,

Rhode Island, Vermont, Delaware, New Jersey, 2ennsylvania, District of Columbia,

.1.id Maryland) held a meeting '..t1 DoNnington, Pennsylvania, on September 21, 1972.

D. ,he results of the evaluation of the Mav National Conference were

compiled and reported to the project advisor, the Steerin,: Committee, and all

conference participants. (See Appendix F.)

E. An evaluation form 'or the newsletter was developed.
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F. A report of the proceedings of the National Di. -s+'". lation ('inference,

November 9-10, 1971, was printed and distributed.

Major Activities (October 1, 1972 to Decerber 31, :9-7_

A. A Steering Committee meeLing was held Pecember 6-8, 1971, at the

Hotel Burlington, Washington, D. C. (A summary of this meeting is in Appendix . .)

B. The fifth issue of the Project Newsletter was printed and mailed.

C. A proposal for a six months continuation of the National Project was

submitted. (See Appendix H.)

Major Activities (January 1, 1973 to March 31, 1973)

ject.

A. A grant -zas awarded for a six months continuation of the National Pro-

B. Copies of the proceedings of the National Conference of May, 1972,

were printed and mailed out to all participants of that conference.

C. The report of State Dissemination Practices was printed and mailed out

to all State Dissemination Liaison Representative-s. (The summary and analysis

is in Appendix I.)

D. A Steering Committee meeting was held in Chevy Chase prior to the

National Dis,;cmination Conference (February 21, 19731. Final details of the

conference were discosced with emphasis on the role of Steering Committee mem-

bers. The Steer-1: Committe also met briefly in Chevy Chase after the National

Conferenc to make in initial assessment of the effectiveness of the conference.

E. fhe third Na::ional Dissemination uonference hosted I. this project

was held at the Holiday Inn, Chevy Chase, Maryiand, Febrhary 21-23. Objectives

of this conference were:

1. To provide learning opportunities for those involved in
disseminatiln hY providing outstanding projects for display
and speakers woo con best help us put dissemination efforts
into, effectHe practice.
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,o <.:!are with N representatives our inrernretation
of the directions we consider cri_tical in developinc!

offec-Ave capabilities in State Education Agencie,.

3. ro inform all state representatives of the actual status
of our effort to continue to play si,miiicant roles in
the development and utilization of dissemination activities.

(A summary of the conference proceedirrs is in Appendix J.)

Major Activities (April 1, 1973 to June 30, 1973

A. The results of the evaluation of the February National Conference

were compiled and reported to the project advisor and other member:. of the

National Institute of Education who attended that conference. (See Appendix K.

B. A report o' the proceedings of the National Conference, February 21-23,

1973, was completed and distributed to those who perticipaced in that conference.

Actual Problems and recommendations --

1. The mailing out of materials for approval and return is an important

aspect of the project. Uowever, the process proved to be more time consuming

than anticipated.

Recommendations --

- That the secretariat be given more freedom in the decision-making
processes.

prose,:- of preparing, editing, and printing the project newsletter

proved more tire-com,n-in.: then anticipated. original publication dates had to

he altered considerahl: alan. Idth the number of newsletters printed.

Recommendations --

- Mat the newsletter be printed on a quarterly basis.

- mail out be used as a supplement: to th- news-
letter.

General recommendiitions for ov-rall project--
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- Ahat t.he Steeritvt Committee be alloyed t ,ve or active

role i. t')e activities of tie Nation,11 Proiec *. t),,n

the planning of a conference.1

- That there be developed some means by which State Disemina:ior
Xepresentatives can give and get feedb.1:1, on particular

current icsues. Perhaps a cuicl- re-;one form coull be

developed.

- That mort emphasis be placed on re;ional meeLin'1=. -11'40

recommended that the same per- 1 desimaate: n.= DLzsemi-

nation Liaison be the person attend in reiona

- That evaluation forms he submitted early enou,^-il go Ctreugh

the proper forms control channels.
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K. Evall:Irion of February National Conference



nd i x A

NATIONAL PROJECT NEWSLETTER

This newsletter is desi=ed to accomplish two objective-: to in'ar. state

education agencies of current trends, events, and source of information con-

cerning information 'llssemination; and to provide a forum w!lich ;tat: education

agencies can utilize to ,bare individual 7nmisin_ praetict in inf-rmaLlon dis-

semination. The project staff aaticipates that the' informatin contained in

these newslett,,r., you'd he <i?nificantly helpful to tb --tJfe c nci< ift their

efforts to define, ir-'le -lent, or improve information d:= ,-iaation strategies

appropriate to their situation. The followint, detailtd description of the news-

letter format will d,ron-trate how the objective= are to be achieved.

Title: Information Di:--;emination Report

(identifvi7;; trends, events, and sources of information which promise
to be helpful to state agencies).

Publication dates:

1971--

Stptcm.:,er 27

Octol,er 18

T)ecembur 13

Ftbruary

Yav m

Scptoner 18
No

Dect_mbcr

General Format:

The first s-ction (paees one-thr 1 of each newsletter be devoted to

a particular tepi en inierioLion disseminatiel. The h- arratrzed

cumulatively: each topic would be either a ramification Cr 4 ereviou- topic or

an introduction to an upco-,i1,:, one. This portion of the voyslctter would serve

to accomplish the o';i,cYvr by informing state education a;:encies of current



trends, event,. and sc rues ot- infGrration concernin in oration di;szemina-

tioa.

The second c,tion (pa-us four-six) would provide a for-m, for sharin, ideas

from various sources on infor-ation dissemination.

Individual states, l'ni:cd States Office of Education, 01, Central Project

Staff, the Project Stoi_riru, Comnittee, all ou!d leave an oppercunitv to con-

tribute information on propisin-: nractic:s, dissemination techniques ,-(nti

strategics, and other related topics.

Page Format:

Pa:_;c Ono:

A research-based report on the topic selected for each issue would

introduce the newdett(r. This report would summarize for the reader

research findings on the topic.

Page Two:

Individuals with expertise in the area under discussion in a particular

issue would b..: invited to submit a "guest editorial" or "expert's com-

ment. This input from those with both knowledge and experience in the

area of iniormatiou retrieval and dissemination would lend invaluable

assistance to State Education agencies in new strategies;

sunporting existing techniques, etc.

"age Three:

An annotate(' source list would he published in each issue. These sources

dirocLl to the topic of the issue ane be identifi(d from

j,u articles, and other published and unpoblished docmnent:.

Pages Four-Tivo:

This section, ent.1(1 "Status." would give fi-J states an opportunity to

define and outlip., efforts in information dissemination. Differ-

ent ta:(--- ,id report in each issue, so thlt all state would have
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eventually an opportunity to contribute. Each report would he designed

to indicate specific advantages and disadvantage.= of the state agency's

information dissemination system with respect to organizational struc-

ture, size, unique , etc.

Page Six:

This page would contain three permanent sections with the option to

include news from other sources if the necessity ariseq.

1. Report from the central Project Staff in South Carolina.

2. Report from the Project Steering Committee.

3. The remainder of page six would be devoted to an "open forum." This forum

would include comments on articles, suggestions for state education agencies,

news of a publication or activity, etc., written in letter form from anyone

acquainted with the national and state efforts in informat on dissemination.

These shared viewpoints should serve to enhance state education agency efforts

in information 0::semination.



Suggested Newsletter Topics

I. Assessment of dissemination needs.

II. Relationship of Public Information and Educational Information Dissemination.

III. Dissemination in the Administrative Structure funding, personnel,

IV. Identification of audience - who are the clients?

V. Relationship of dissemination activities to trends in education.

VI. What activities have r'-ulted from research: (Relotionship of research and
development).

VII. How are the products of research-based developments demonstrated: What
techniques exist for the dissemination of these promising practices:

VIII. Change Agent role - Information Dissemination Systems.

IX. Technical assistance and information dissemination systems.
ERIC

comnuter systems
media use

X. Source materials in dissemination -

pre-packaged materials
using-, local resources, etc.

XI. Information Utilization - evaluation of the system.

XII. Relationship of pilot programs to national efforts.



Appendix F

CO' FFRENCE

The National Dissemination Conference was held in St. Louis, Missouri,

November 9-10. Forty-one stater; were represented; in attendance, also, were

seven representative: of the U. S. Office of Education (Appendix Al. The con-

ference program was designed to emphasize ctical training in information

dissemination strate:e: and to provide opportunities for participants to ex-

change ideas about dissemination practices (Appendix B).

Delegates to the conference were welcorrd by Dr. W. E. Ellis, Project Di-

rector, and by Dr. Loc Burchinal, Associate Commissioner, U. S. Office of Ed-

ucation. The tra' 'ing portion of the opening session began with an introduc-

tory statement by Dr. Ellis concerning structure, resources, and components

of the dissemination process within a state education agency.

The first current dissemination practice demonstrated concerned "requester-

initiated dissemination." The presentation by Mrs. Gladys Ingle and Dr. Vester

Mulholland, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, included a slide-

tape presentat' a on ERIC and on the North Carolina Research and Information

Center. Mr, Royal Uenline, Nebraska Department of Education, reacted briefly

to the demons,tration. Conference participants then divided for small groups

in which everyone had an opportunity to relate presented strategies to their

state's capabilities.

Immediately fellewinc; lunch a brief demonstration was given b,7 Research for

Better Schools, PEildelnia, Pt nm;v1vania. Mr. John Donherty, Proicct Direc-

tor, discused recert iffortq in individnali7ed instruction.

The afternoon training :,ccsion followed the morning pattern of large group

presentation; and .,. ill gr:,!,, (,_Lhange of ideas. Dr. Yenneth Lindtav and Mrs.

Kathy Wallentinc, Vt.111 ;;talc ,rtrnt of Education, used a role-playing tech-



nique to simulate the 1)rocess of "agency-initiated dissemination" within their

agency. Reacting to this presentation, Mr. Gregory Denson, Jr., New York De-

partment of Education, noted its sophistication in relation to the capabilities

of most state education agencies.

Following small group discussions, n brief explanation was given of the

design to collect information on state dissemination efforts.

The final activity of the afternoon involved a panel di,icussion of new at-

tempts in information dissemination at both the state and local levels. Partic-

ipating on the panel were: Mr. Walt Serum, California Department of Education;

Mrs. Patricia Stevens, Massachusetts Department of Education; Mr. James Bowler,

Merrimack Education Center, Massachusetts; and Mr. Elliot Stern, Xerox Corpora-

tion. The new attempts explored in this activity proved to be of interest to

all participants.

The Wednesday session opened with a presentation by representatives of the

U. S. Office of Education: Dr. Lee Burchinal, Dr. John Coulson, Mr. Robert

Guelich, Mr. Robert E. Chesiey, and Mrs. Mildred Thorne. New programs and fed-

eral resources were identified for the state information disseminators.

The culminatin;; activity of the training portion of the conference was the

developement by conference participants of a model dissemination system within a

state education agency. Following an introduction by Dr. Diana J. Ashworth,

South Carolina Department of Education, the model development efforts were pur-

sued in small groups.

Participant net in regional groups for the final activity of the confer-

ence. The discussion emphasi:ed the assessment of re;ional needs and the ex-

ploration of the concept of ',print; regional meetings. Reactions from partici-

pants indicate that the latter :dea was most favorably received.
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In addition to scheduled program activities, each conference participant

was invited to submit an example of a promising practice in dissemination.

Examples of products and explanations of processes were on display for the con-

ference participants to view.
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CC:T7R;:::Cr, EVALVATIO::

Evaluation form developed by the Evaluation section of the Office of

Research, South Carolina :_)e..)art7nent of Education, were distributed to all con-

ference participants (Appendix P). Thirty-seven responses yore received from

the state disseination representatives in attendance. Results of the evalu-

ation can be sumtmari::ed as follm:s:1

1. Participants u-,ful infarration in the 7,roup sessions,
although a retle:t vas expressed for 11,Tivits prepared by those
giving presentations.

2. The promising practices disnlay could have been more effective had
more states articipited; particinant. a.,,ree that such a display
should be continued if improved upon.

3. More than half of the participants cxnressed the need for more op-
portunities to share ideas on a less forual basis; the implication
here may be that conferences either need to be len,,;thened or the con-
ference schedule shortened.

4. :he reaction was mixed concerning the relevance of the presentations
on requester-initiated and a-:ncy-initiated dissemination strategies.
Those state agencies vitbont an ergani7.ed program may require ses-
sions more speci:-ica]ly geared to their needs.

5. Only one third of the participants found the Model Development Ses-
sion to he an excellent learnin-; experience. 2%lthenr-h the activity
had potential, lac* of time scesed to inhibit its effectiveness.

6. The small group sessions were considered effective and should be re-
peated at the conference.

7. The large were conGidrred effective and should be con-
tinued.

8. Reaction was or 1,1(. .tion of IhrtlIer or not the conference
was or,-ani,:ed t, efficient ive o; ;articirin ' !kills and
knowlcd:,

9. The majority et larticil)Int:, indicate d th it inrc,---:tion presented at
the conference' relevant- tn(' provid(,: ittidan(c in the implementa-
tion of ti( n.

1Them.! sur:arincd 1,,:.od on the r(,,pon:os to Puostions on the
form, not on individutl co-
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10. Three-foullh. of tlic 7articipants felt that the' cs.nr,-,-once furthered
the inlple:-.-ntncion of a injon.ition di *ton prorram.

11. Reaction cap niel, although generally favonihle, to the utili:mt;on
of re:.tiern1 as. an jffcctive Yaw of en-)lorinf; she cons,traintr
and facilitIting factors to the reejonnl coorclination of di .semi-
nation nct:vitic:-. the potential of tlIc Activity r-iv
been inhiHitod h: the FII:ort n-lonnt of time allotttd and the sched-
uling oh the actilit.: near the end of the conferonco.

12. Partici7)antn th.7t iliev will 1,o able to utilise within their
SEA's meth lt . and conceIts, prof ented at O.,- couference.

13. Mixed reaction roceivc,d on the question or not !,cir; chic to uti-
lize material nrt .,onL d at the conference becal,-( of conatraintfi ex-
erted by S7A personncl and state factor: at t ti-0 n: im71e7enta-
tion.

The activitie-, fe6nd mo.,.: valuable and effective be confcrence partici-

pants were small ia-e-t sessions, the usor presentation, and presentations of

exemplary efforts. A variety of activities were mentioned as icast effective.

No one part of the pro:xam received an ovcrwhelmin':, nci'ative reaction.

Participants in,:icdte that a need still exists for: more interaction be-

tween USOE and sta'
representativc,:, particularly at these con-

ferences; more opportvnities for state disemination representatives to be

made aware of USO1: officIal policy, changes in programs, and ilLw programs; a

continuation and stren7thain:' of the regional concept; th develepmant of a

gcperally-accepted d,:inition of di,.semination; even more concrete training

experiencef, with social (1.-p111 i on practical ideas that wort: and on strate-

gies after the 1:TUC sctrch for !"'A's with limited

A detailed report of e' -,11111 rcsult fells; listed are

dircct quote; tacn lir the rktorncd cw-.111-tion

1
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In orfl:!T- to Lclp deter-,ine the effoctl,:rn of tl:c Pisz:e-:ination

Conference, -c need y.rir reaction,: to this opinicnaire, nlca:e co-plete and

return to: nrs. Jane g. P.TD, 11,parcreat of :'ducltion,

Colunhia, C,Irolina 29201.

Below are :-. :,cr of st ic cuts concerlqn-; e ''uL . -enre. To the

right of each state, r isca1e i provided for you to r-cord your reaction

to the statc-lont.

FV-Strongly Agree
A-A:-.;rec

5D St roa;ly Disa:Ircc

Please react to (:,ch item by placiir a choel:nrk in the appropriate

place on tl,c2 acco,-panyLn; scale.

1. I ..'as able to ohtiin a src deal of inforrntion concerning

recent doyeloven in the National Center for Educ:itional

Coain ice Lion.

2. The inrormation pri-onted conoornin3 DlEC pro ts 'as

inc.ufficLent.

3. There -:,ere not en:- :1 07yocti-lities to ';h:,re :n dis-

semination with 4-Dhcr e.)nt,,-cncc participants.

4. The cm-ill a effective and :Mould he re-

peated at th re,t c,nr,

5. The on--site vi.-;%t to stace

SA

H1 1

A ( : 1 [1) SD

SA A N 10 ISD

Isp

_11_
11 A 11; 13) SD

LI_
SA A

I
SD



6. ihe en-::tr iycra!:ien.,1 state (i_

sy;te 1 be r' fed at the rext conforence.

7. The conf,,..f.ice wa'; orimized to r.-.1!:e efficient use of

particip,n!f;' skill-; and 1:noleci7e.

S. The dii of pro-ii-in- pr,Ictices a; TIDt

effectii should be repented at the nc':t confercfnc.

9. ModificItIln,; slIolld be made in t ic cHsin fx- the dis-

play of proli;in; 1-:actices.

10. Tnforma:ion and met.ho*, of procccbtre prcron,:ed at this

reetin!: ere too ,,eneral to prol.ide guidance in the i:1-

plementAion of dif;se-:ination activities.

11. In the volonal 7,roup r-oetin;, I was able to lain a -_rcat-

er under.tta:Iding of ro;ional coordination in disseminqtion

activities.

12. I will be rible to utilize wit:lin my SEA mctbods and con-

cepts prtlented at the conference relating to the iTple-

mentation of activities.

13. I may not be able to utilizo within my ST7A 12thods and

concept- the crylference due to con:;t,:.,1

exerted by my STA 11rr,),:riel ;,n0 state factors at the Lio of

I A

1_

1;

I

NT)

1)

A

1

S1 Al NID :,1)

SA A N D IfD

A N D SD
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The activities cf CI, confcrctc, Y.h;ch ol : r.

were:

I fcol that a need still exists for:

Additional comonts:



YVALVA'Irv: RESULT::

1. I was able to n re,nt deal of useful infer ation in the large group
meetings.

Stron,Jv Agree - 13.5-
-

Nttr-11 - 10.8"
Disagree - F.1
Strong,lv Di so5ree -

Comments:

"Prepared hindots would have been helpful."

2. The dispiny of pro-,i ,in- disseminntion pr,ctier- was effective and should
be repented at the next conference.

Strongly Agree - 21.6"
Agree - 48.6,
Neutral - 27.07,
Disagree - 2.77
btrongly Disagree - one

Comments.

"Not enough Stites responded."

uEspeciJly the one -;ease written summary of portinePt evaluation."
"Too few material:, were 'pr-:-,1sing practices' but the display should
be repentedtic materic.ls brought bad- will be of interest to cer-
tain :-toff at. SFA.-

"Should he iPrev,:(1 upon."

3. There were not eno,:11 wmortimitici to shire ideas on disscmination with other
conference ptrticiantr,.

Comments:

Strongly
ree

;;ein
Pi ,ce

;;roe - 19.4;
- 33.T
- 16.6'

- 25.0"
Str-r-l 5.5!

"Tt sec med ,:r conll .klts 11',i'd core tirte I,ut the cPnferences have been
an r- -t

t

"We tic t . or ,:1, 'n oni 11 ' g:ve ,:rd t i on."

4. Examples of rcrur ,,t-rnte;i(5 1`re5.puted by ether
states will 11:f ijI 'Ili,

%yiee

r '1, P'1, -
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5. Ideas rre-,,ute:', 1,,gt
he of little valueto my state alcncy.

Stronsly Ae,ree - . ;flne

A{,1-00 _ 24.17

:;eutral 18.9

- L7,.9
Stron:,ly Di:,agree - 1r).8.

Comments:

"We alrcr!dv ,110- the for .-int. presented in the lar-e iroun m,etine."
"I do belicv, tonil ti7:e or a special sesien holld bc

for those SY's do not have an organi:-ed di---omnition pro-
gram. nic-,,e pce,lo',- need,- are vastly different ;r-r' an ort;to,ng,
program's."

6. The Model Drvelopmert Session was an excellent learning c).perience.

Strongly Agree - 2.9:
Agree - 29.7
Neutral - 37.8/
Disagree -

Strongly Disagree - 30.F,/

Comments:

"Not enough tir-c; ,:romp too diversified."
"Not enou^,h ti7,.

"Potentially. yes. -1.e short period of time was absurd."
"We realty didn't icconplich too much during this session except open
area for di:Lu, :on."

"It could h'.', -.11a ply group been able to follow through on the con-cept.
"Frustration to time limits and lacl: of microacro interrclatednes."

7. The small grou:I u, re ef:ective and should be repeated ,t the next
confercnco.

Stren-.3v Agrr,2

Agree
Neuf rzll

t ror Di-,gre(

Comments:

"The frameorl excellent, but tiler( Li ; not en,uf,h time to get: into
the votk."

8. The large gr.11;,

ference.
r 1 1. f1,1 and rc -' ,,,t-ed at tlio con-



Stron,ly Agree -

- 64.37
Neutr,1 - 8.1
Di;-agrLe 2.71,

Strongly Disagree 2.7T_

Comments:

"Except. im.,:ro-0 the prcs(ntation, 1) the pilot sta tes - e.g. furnish
written pro-0.ti, pricr to conf"crence."

"But I would , .;t not including -ir,nlation' or 'role
playing' a(Li%ity. If plonned, yes! either can he most effective."

9. The conference was nrydni-:ed to make efficient use of participants' skills
and knowledge.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neutral
Disagrcr

Strongly Disagree

Comments:

- 16.27
- 51.3%

- 10.8
- 16.2-
- 5

"Too little opportunity for non-pilot states to respond to pilot pro-
jects."

10. Information and m.thods of procedure presented at this meeting were too
general to provide guidance in the implementation of dissemination activi-
ties.

Strongly Agree 8.17,

Agree 18.97
Neutral - 8.L
Diragree - 64.8
Strongly Disagree - None

Comments:

"Most idoar: vi r., general, hut that is the state of the art - many ideas
came fro- i,e,rin; yar,eus prOCC0117-0,, that need to be cried out."

11. The conference ha: nnt furthered the implement-ation of a nationwide informAtion
dissemination pror:r.

Strnnly Agree
iNgree

Neutral

Dirarec
Str(nglv Disagree

Comments:

2.7-

- 16.27,

21.67

"I am still intcr,!-:ed in terminals interoonnectin-; and OE with one
data ha5.e dud r ,«dure."



12. The utiliti,-'n a' rc-ianc1 ,-roar-, was an effective Y-v of r'xplering
the conetr.in:,, and IlL,l'tt-inf; fictorf; to the rcgiel-.--J caordinatien
of disseniaataon actities.

Strongly Agree - 5.87
Agree - 55.8"=

Neutral - 2 .4-
Disagree - 5.

F,tron-Jv E,i',arce - 2.9'

Comments:

"Not ennn-h tiny; too many states not rerrese:-ted in my group."
"No tima!"
"We ju,,t didn't 1-:::e sufficient time - hut, he.)cfullv, the annual
Regional Conr..rorc' Y:11 become a reolitv."

"Most of our '-re,:- !.1d departed."

13. I will be able to utill-e within my SEA ucthods and concepts presented
at the conicrenec relas.inc: to the implementation of dissemination acti-
vities.

Strongly Agree - 11.17,

Agree - 58.3
Neutral - 19.47
Di,,agree - 8.3-
Strongly DL-agree - 2.7';,

14. I may not he abl: to utilize those dissemination methods and concepts
presented at the conference (hie to con:traints e...:ert.:(1 by my SEA per-
sonnel and state fletors at the time of implementation.

Strongly Aer:-.e - 8.37
Agree - 25.07
Neutral - 33.37
Disagree -

1,...r-

Stron,:jy Diagree - 2.7



The activitic,3 %hich I founfl mo;t valuabl, and effective were:

Small group sessions.

47.27 of respondents indicate this activity as valuable and
effective.

Coment:

"Baying a representative from OE benefitted our group.
"The interaction at the o-:erational level was very valuable.

Do'r, Don'ts, and nL are the rial gut level needs at
this ti ,e."

USOE presentation.

38.8-1 of respondents mention this activity as most valuable
and effective.

PresentationF, of tYomplary efforts (large group sessions).

33.37 of re,aondents mention this activity as valuable and
effective.

Comment:

"General meetings with specific presentations relating to spe-
cific situation-."

Informal personal contacts.

13.8! identify this activity as noet valuable anC, effective.

Regional discussion groups.

8.3'i. of respondents felt that this actvitv should he mentioned
as valuable and effecti :e.

Promisinc' dissemination -,,racti-- disp1,1v.

...) rent-ioned this activitv as most valuable and effective.

---

1



The activities of the conf(rcnce which were of least value or leist effective
were:

These comments were more specific and. could net cosily be categorized.

"Speeches that tale 3n minutes to give 5 minutes of information.

Agency-initiated report.

Too much 1,cture about non-related activities; too much talk and not enough
action.

The Utah presentation- -lets abort these "PT" shows--how about seeing and
forwarding the for:%_1 nrcnosals and periodic and final pro t reportage
including outsidc ;v,luations in lieu of this jaza.

The North Carolina ptc-;entation.

Some of the talks were not as good as others nor as on target. North
Carolina's tape was interesting and I enjoy(d it but not: quite what we
needed on reque,,ter'f_, needs. Neither of the "reactions" were tight enough.

Large group presentations--they were valuable but too much personality for-
mats not product oriented. I want answers to questions I don't even know
how to ask.

Talk was too general and abstract for the most part.

Large groups were too fragmented for depth.

The presentation by VSOE.

Panel discussion.

Panel discussion vas not a discussion by a pdnel.

Model Development session.

Sessions designed for the cote-truetion of a dissemination model and organiza-
tional chart. Th, ,,alority of in my group: hod no formal dissemi-
nation pre,;ram 1ov,1 or it is !(-1 framented th-,t it: is ineffective rir,(1/

or were not in a pw.it;on to "officially" stte ptesfat pl in or future plans
for dissemination.

Model Doveloment c, ioa--irTertant i t o-re , ci, but not enough
time to a' oi ? %, nt.

Xerox and T PI pre t ions:.

luncheon pr,



Small group, yre too bricf. nore bcneficial to v-iry groups and permit
longer sc',,,ionf,.

Small group discussions: tno much inforn:ltion to cover in the time
allowed. Briefer question-, and fewer nucstions ould facilitate these
sessions.

Small groups tended to (et hogged down in details.

Small group s.c-ion,; wore not efficient.

Regional neet:r - it Yqs pushed aside and all states were net repre-
sented, but r,flHot1lin;: had to be lost."



I feel that a nee,' still exists for:

"Helping the have-not states to catch un -
the CCSSO policy statements
the completion of the review of :;MR documents.

OE to furni-'a more money for the creation of a central dassomination
unit in SEA.

Study of organi,,tional structure within SEA. nE assistance in in-
volving C.S.S.O. and giviAr funds to all agencies.

OE personnel to make available at the Conference prepared remarks which
deal with official policy, chances in programs, ne,.: programs; a formal
regional program to prof] d(' information/ass:stance

National and regional rcetings at which the Office of Education is the
sponsor and r-ttrnds to inform us of national issues, trends, activitaeq,
and decisions, rather thin by coorespondnce.

I suggest that at the next conference the.USOE staff give most of the
general presentations and that a major presentation be _,iven (with a
paper to be di:.tributed) by such as P,:islov, Sieber, Havelock, and
Miles.

Futuristic brain-storming in terms of alternatives to USOE trends.

To define what is meant by dissemination

Really define dissemination! What does it really include?

Regional conferences.

At least three mectingslyear for all dissemination liaison persons.

Further regional conferences.

More tinc an rr:ional smil groups or in groups of states of the same
Size.

Problem-solvin.: ce;ions.

Small group,. of t:Inc, ;imilor necd, i.e. plblic
'tc.

More interactleu in - retiti rupn,vnt,itiver, of iroupq
instead of f,tayin eith the .lm

Less structur n", 11 'you') to pruviclo I ,r1" ( ban' ( St
practice,,.



An even more c,ncrete training experience. The model to be worked on
was a good idea. There uas not enough time allotted for any activity.

More legitimized policies in print within state agoncieq spelling out
who does vhat in the way of dissemination, and to cut dovn on dupli-
cation.

Practical idoa,, that work-information and dissemination systems that aro
not too compLe.tcd.

Strategies after ERTC Search. At this point most SEA's are playing a
paper hand out :am,.

Matrix approach for strategies-techniques relating the micro to the
macro problem.

Research reports that have direct implications to information dissemi-
nation. More opportunity for dialogue among participants in small
groups.

Clear outlining of measurable objectives.

Pre-preparation of conference participants.

1



Additional cannti:,ti,i

One of the me't efficiently run conferences I have ever attende !. You
really had planned well in advance and lead thought of thin,i,s needed for
success--Cenrl tul t ons !

Well planned ,Ind orga-ized! It is posQible that our regional To/11
in the spring cNild be great--entire cpbasis on observing what and how
Iowa does it.

I suggest reprints of n11 talks in largo group meetings.

Planting was gient! South Carolina is to be commended.

The basic idea of a "NDC" is an excellent one. T elm( to this conference
ill-prepared ca-id therefore did not a great doal from it. You may gin
more ne::t time by providin-: conference participant- with an ngcnda, in-
cluding conference' workshop materials, in advance. This would permit
participants to study and plan in advance for more "production." Realizing
the constraints of time, I would respectfully sugyest that more' time bc'

allowed for srrill group activities and less time for "lectures" at future
conferences. . . why not employ some recognized expert in the field of
dissemination for part of the next conference? e.g. someone from the
Natiooal Talent Lank.

Why no mini's it rcportage or serious discussion of the 4 newly-funded pro-
jects? What's being done? The OE strategy wit!. CCS'.0 is very good and
needed.

Good conference - enjoyed and profitable.

Need on site visits for macro look at dissemination practices.

The conference v(is excellent - the genornl purpose and means of achiev-
ing thin should 1,o the subject, congratulation. Perhaps more time should
have been spent: drsfrining a state dissemination model interacting with
intermediarics

S. C. deserved nn "A" in planning. Schedule was a little tight but overall
this was an excellent c:nforence.

I thing perhip', there Yero too many questions to 1r,pdle in the small group
sessions and di,--cnssion .:.is too valuable to cut it off.

The confercnc( wa-; extro-iclv yell plannel and (Yrcuted. Altbourh the'

r,cri I( -, wiro t Yore itinn t tin i nab I, e bircriu-,o

t t )(1,,r.; f, ,'1': CC,7

It should be pointed out lieir:ever. that one le{: the conference with
a feeling of .1(00.'7)11'1m nt, tl,it additional uorl- ni«!,. to be done at the
SEA level 1(v C. erh.lco part!eirant,. nd it t feel in:' preferred to

one of "we di ;:1 t elo ,, 11.10 elit it (;'red , 1,, t

be co- iiended for t 1 (. C0,1' n " t l :,1,0C 1 '1 t t ention
di rrc uql Ln lir, 'i1I r, lannln n f 1,-) n,t Linn. The
staff court 1 , an,! 11, 1pftil,



The sin total of the conference mean,, mere than t-'1c, FlIC:1 of thr individnal
parts. The :,herine of ey,eriences is valuihle. Tt is essential to con-
tinue these meetings if at all possible.

I feel that these moctines are doing a tremendous service for the states.
I hope there arc plans to continue.

This was the fitnit National Dissemination Conference I have attended.
One of the be ;t oreinised and hc'l nful conferences ever attended. Con-
gratulations on a job well done!

The conferenc? well organieed and well m,,Ilaod. Mcbers of the South
Carolina staff n-rc very efficient.

Dissemination 7 n two-w netwoak of communication. Faic is only a small
functional unit. rurnose of the whole ball name is to arn-irove instruc-
tions in the cldssrooms. This goes beyond ERIC. (,:uha says: "Tell
(written word, conferences) Show (demonstration, mndels, etc.) Intervene
(workshops, hinds on activities, classroom manipulation, etc.) Diffuse."
Most SEA's are oecrating at the lowest level "Tell." Stratcies need to
he devuloned to meet the other needs. No real good definition of dissemi-
nation is bein7, put forth. USOE is making statements like . . . "identify
any promising nroerams and bring them to our attent ion." This can mean
anything. I have only ERIC, ERIC, ERIC. Are we fooling ourselves?

"a
we using ERIC and other retrieval (pa meetsystems to eet o u r ego
needs. We can point to our "ERIC" systEms to say ye are meeting the needs
of the teacher in tae field.

My point is tielt dissemination is a network of events that will allow
teachers in the field to (as an end product reeardless of what part you,
I, we, they play) enprrience actual hands-on exp(riencrs with innovative
educational practices (come of these practices arc 2.o0D years old and
some teachers hi-en't hrdrd of them yet). USOE, NOEC, Far West Regional
Lah, etc. ^near of training for information specialistsyet few of the
"states" kver refer to crainine as a "Dissemination" activity. This is my
first "meeling." I dm Yen: eisappointed in vtot (-1(°,1 eta t( is doing and
while knenin they have a inn- way to nothen anp(ar content with what
they have. OE -ssionc nee0 to be inTanded and scb(,hiled around the country.
How can (dna "Al the ffd,ril programs" interlock. '4o really need this hind of
information.

Methods and nre edure ; ler dissemination that were present( d were good.
However, a str (tand m,-ht be tcvcn by State Fdfleitien Agencies on
those program'. y:,;.b tit' ereatost pntentiel for dnffeAon.

The top-fen; for ' ,111 reap') dir,rilionF. yore very pertinent. Morn
time 3 reed 1. f " )

i 1_ f f", p,r' I. -n: ' . :ally d. \clop the
topics. I calico ptnnoint the particular actin-it i.- at which this occurred,
but I gained a r1 t deal of inai.ht ietr m- own site,atior item varion-
remarla, in 1 ir'. , 1 d ,7,111 ;1' the 1 1,11 t,r

in ',e.t.a-, a. 1 ft.c. I t , ' ". nate,' 0 of ;n,- (0,-!,r( ?re nf thi, type
is the eec

receivc.

listening to

, 11 "Iint ti" ," such a', I

)",111 spcc c pre-01 --en to tumble oth t Wililc
i ti -1 i

1
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Conference was good as are all such meetings hIndled by South Carolina.
South Carolina is providifl strong leaders'lln in tie effecting of dissemi-
nation practice threughe,..:c the states.

California would like to commend South Carolina for au exceptional con-
ference.

Given that we are r.ti11 in 'the infant stages of information dissemination,
I believe that it behooves us now to consider the seemingly distant con-
cern of the benefit, oither potential or actual, of the information that
we attempt to deliver or are actually delivering to users. What is done
by users witi) the information? (in scree innovation or ether educational
benefit be attributed to our information di,,cimination efforts? Future
SEA-USOF proplanning should build on the half-dc veloned strengths of thir;
conference to respect SEA exemplary programs (at least two) near the site
of the next conference (re: San Diego, California) and SAC observers
might be invited.

As suggested in our regional meeting (' :ortheast)
1. Visit an exemplary program at the site of the meeting.
2. Each of the dissemination "change assents" sec need for

more specific training.

The conference was well organized.



\pnendiN P

STEERING COMMITTEE NETTING

Summary

A meeting of the qteering Committee of the National Dissemination Project
was held in Atlanta, Georgia, Jonuary 11-12, 1972. The Steering Committee met
to evaluate project activities to date, with particular emphasi, on the 'it-ional
Dissemination Conference, and to set directions for future nroiect activities, with
emphasis on the spring national meeting.

Following is a brief summary of the topics iscussc0 the Committee and the
recommendations made concerning these topics:

Definition of Dissemination: The Committee identified as a priority item the
need for a consistent and accepted definition of dissemination. One dissemination
model was proposed for consideration by the Committee. This model identified two
phases (awareness and developmental) in which all SEA dissemination activities
could be said to operate. The following suggestions for rev:sions were made:

- implementation should be identified as a third phdse. This follow-up
phase would include the work of field agents.

- evaluation should also he considered as a component.
- perhaps such a dissemination model should he considered in terms of
a cycle or continuum.

The decision was made that the model be revised by the project staff and forwarded
to the Steering Committec for their advice and recommendations. With the approval
of Committee members this definition/model would then be clisseminnted through each
Steering Committee mcnber to the states in his region.

Relationship of this project to national Public Information organizations
(e.g. NASEDIO): In conjunction with the discussion of a SEA dissemination

model, the relationship of this national dissemination project to national Public
Information organizations wa.; considered. The following Faiggestions were pro-
posed:

- tba,- Dr. Ellis, as the director and official -coresentative of the
National Dtssomination Project, contact represent, tives of the national
Public Iliorlation organizations to discuss posible mutual involve-
ment.

- that a rcprosentativc of the national Pnblie Information organization
be Invited to eirticinate in our national convenLinn.

- an article be submitted to their national newsletter informing
them of our ouron-'e and our activitioc.

Conference '111 following reconrandation-, von, made by the Stecrin
Committee couccru:n', and further use of t1 conference evaluation:

- the problem in plannim; a conference of this tYpe is the "level of
sophisticdtion." Participants reacted differ,-ntiv to question he-
caume of the d i r,-Ices in the backround,. z!nd cyperiences which
they brovr;ht to th( conforenco. This e\,alnition is Val1111110 beLAUSC
it identities trends and needs.

developed -J'iich provides an intro-- I,!nation should 1

dIxtion to ,. tot,11 picture of the conferero evaluation.



complete evaluation report should be s,p, to each fissemination
renre'etative.

- the. first three pages of the report should be ',int to josh Chief
State School Officer with a note stating that more detailed infor-
mation i ,-o,ailable from the renresJ-ntative.

National Conference - Spring 1972: In re,nonse to needs identified on the
conference (valuation forms and in light of rec_Jnt developments at the U.S. Office
of Education, a national meeting has been scheduled for the sprim- of 19-2. The
meeting will he held in Columbia, South Carolina, 11 iv 11-1'. Objectives and the
agenda are being revised according to Steering 1ommittee sugJes,iiens.

Regional NJetings Each region will meet doring the national conference to
determine the need for regional conference. Each Steering Committee member ha,
agreed to communicate 1,,ith members of his region concerning project activities to
date, particularly the spring national meeting.

Design to Prepare a Document Reporting Current Dissemination Practices in
the Fifty States: The design and state summaries were presented to the

Steering Committee for recommendations. The Committee suggested that the central
project staff consider alternatives to the design proposed or, at least, revisions
of the existing design.

Dissemination Bool:let: A package of ERIC printouts on the subjects of dis-
semination, information centers, and change agents, could be produced by the South
Carolina computer facility. This package could then he forwarded to dissemination
representative:, libraries, and centers. The decision of the Committee seas that
copies of the package be sent to each Steering Committee member for recommendations
on how it could be used.

Newsletter: The following topics were suggested for consideration in future
issues:

- Educational Extension Agent Role
- Region RJnorts
- Changes in QUERY tapes
- DIALOG eap_1Jilitics

- Summary of Pilot Project evaluation
- Budgets for proposals
- E-uipment.

Steering Co-amittee :he Steering Committee agreed to meet in Columbia
both before and (it ,r the spring National Conference. According to 00 stipu-
lations of the project proposal, two states will be inviteu to replace Texas
and Utah on the qteering Committee beginning July 1, 1972. Tbe following disseml-

representitives are being considered as new members from their re0ons:

Region IV:

Bob Lloyd - Nevada
Ceorge Ratagiri - Orekoi

Charles Smith - Louisiana
Richard flerlig Kinsas
J;lenn White - Missouri



\npendix E

CO':177.t1ENCE

The second 1,-_tional iratien Conference rpeusored by 'le South

Carolina-1XEC project entitlf:l "A Joint Effort to l'ance DisscHnation Eunc-

tions in State rdJcation was r11 at the Tc--.1 Pous( Inn !II

Coluahia, South Carolina, 11 and 12. Fort: -five states ,:ere represented;

in attendance, also, were eleven repreE-entatives of -lc. E. S. Office of Edu-

cation. The coafcrence pro7am was denigucd to pro7ide opportunities for par-

ticipants: to bc. informed of recent developments and project support for SEA

comnnnication efforts by the ::ational Center for 7,(lucational Co-munication;

to observe ic;-ljor components of a state s\stem for Lie disseniaation of tech-

nic:A. and progrna inform,:tion through Education Extension Agents; to discuss

regional cen,:1,n-:_cation efforts (as a follow-up to the national meeting).

Confcrenee participants were welcor-ed by Dr, ,W. E. LLlis, Project Direc-

tor, and by Pr. Cyril B. livs'oee, State' Superintendent, South Carolina Depart-

ment of Education. A detailed outline of the Edn,--ational Extension System

was presented by Dr. Lee ,nrchinal, Assistant Co:rair.sioner, V. S. Office of

EJuc.:Lion ate 1 'er. Charles :Tan-hev, cuTport 7,-tre:1, National

Center for E.4.ecdtional CG7-npication.

Several m^!L rc:leut aC ti V' t 1.'_S of Cio :':.tional Center for Fduca-

tiooal wero arl discus:;e: lv Mr. John Ceulr:on, Proj-

ect Officer; N: s. Linda Teti, Project Officer; and '!r. linryoy !:arron, Direc-

tor, Divisi.,-1 'L ion Sys te-s .

Mr. n: cicsloy, Pro]ect Officer, and Mr. rel,ert Per' - :1n of Auto,-ated

srtvices, rue' ef':orts by Inter for :'lucational Com-

a at thf natienll 1-..e1 for LL collection of

pr ,ing r 4



The ti. I Livls u '1 U': Practices,

was givcn by Dr. Iliy ,e;ersen, Hreeto- ?,:icei21 cr Colvcil of Chief

State School Officers.

)1 series of milli-s[2:ons yns held d'rin; the af-c,noon session. Confcr-

once particiliaitL yore divi,led 4nfo four ,11 roi nd throni-h

four rini-sessioils ,"eh co: r', one of t to-ica: '2:e Operation

of the Refa-arch Infortation Unit, '::ter:sieu A;_11-7, !anl,.e-cnt. and Rep-

resentative Users of -i:1U Services.

The Friday mornla. session op(ired v:th a quer,tien-,Ird-answer session on the

Educational Extension System. Represent-ivos of the U. S. Office of Education

respondcd to audien:e inqui-ies corcernin- iica ion proceduyer,, a2;ent train-

ing, and other areas of interest related :o the Edecatienal Extension System.

Particip-nts met in ryional t'rouns for the final activity of the confer-

ence. The discussion emphasized the re-ass,'ssrnent of fhe need for individual

rcEtonal neetilws. Definite decisions conc'ernine sech ice tins should he made

during he summer TIonths.

In addition to :11edlled r,-.-0,,ram activities, ench confereli:e participant

was invited to su'):1it an ex--l'' of a premising prnetice in dissumination.

Examples o proc ;ti-; and evnllieitions of Im:cossef, vere en displev for the con-

ference pattici,,,,eLLi to vie::.



Appendix F

CONFERENCE EVALUATION

Evaluation forms were distributed to all conference participants. (A

copy of the Evaluation Foria is attached). Thirty-seven responses were re-

ceived fro:. these in attendance. Results of the evaluation con be sum.marized

as follows:1

I. Participants gained a great deal of information concerning recent
developments in the National Center for Education-.1 Caiunicatiou.

2. The rajority of conference participants agreed that the information
preL-ented concerning new NCEC projects was sufficient.

3. Reactions were nixed conce-ming the nu7ber of opportunities which
were available to share ideas on dissemination pj.th other conference
participants. The i7ipliodtion here is that perhaps one group social
function should be schcdided and sessions should be shortened to per-
mit informal cc : :- unication among participants.

4. Conference participants almost unanimously a3reed (over half "strongly
agreed") that the small group sessions were effective and should be
repeated at the next conference.

5. The on-site visit to an operational state dissemination system was
considered rest useful.

6. The majority of particiyInts favor the repetition of the on-site visit
to an operational state dissemination system at the next conference.

7. Half of the parLf.cipants felt that the conference was organized to make
efficient use of partici:)ants' skills and knowli,d..T.

8. This questic:1 ; :as incorrzctly phrased; ally resuli s would be ,-lisleadin7 .

9. Participants indicated that modification should he made in the design
for the di:,1,1;:y of pro-lisin:, disscmiattion

10, Informati,:n art method; of procedure prsent- the 10:etil.r: were

too general to provide guidance in to7, impl(ntation of dinination
nctLvities.

1These summari7ed results arc based en the responses to questions on the
ford, not on indiAdd.l.t1 comenLs.



11. Reaction vas mixed cccacerning Ole effecLiv C c : ion-1 group
meetinG as a vehicle for gainin7, a greater v:1, -.-.tandfn; cf reionJ1
coordil::tion in disnination activities.

12. Three-fourths of the participants indicated t::-t they %.i!1 be ab!c
to within their state cducltion the -etl-ods an

concepts presented at the conference relatir': to the dlementatl :1

of dis:x.-ination activities.

13. The reaction was concerninT constra;r1L ey,;rted !,1, .7,7A per:c

nel anC tte factors ;=hich would hinder L n of
methods an! concepts preented at the coni.lrence.

The activitis found mobt valuable and effective by conference partici-

pants were the afternoon mini--essions, the USOE precntations in the gener!1

sessions (particularly th2 -inestion-and-answer serricn), md illfcr=1 per-wn-

al contacts with other participants. A variety of ac....ivfties wire mentioned

as least effective. No one part of the program an everelming 11(4.-;-

ative reaction.

Participants indicate that a need still exists fcr: elarifi..Ation of

definitions i.v;ed in dissemin,..tion programs (e.g., Azeut, Comunic-l-

tion Specialist, Field Agent); a definition of the role .7nd

of the state di:.;mination liaison representative; ooport,.xities to shlre

ideas and efforts t:ith other states, with particular ca an exch.tn,-,e

of fonts used by and procb.cts developed by other retri=1 centers; prior pr-

tation of materials and papers to prepare participanL:i fro.: confnce

A detailf-d report of the evaluation results follff.o. cited re

dir,:,ct quotes t-11,-n fre:1 the returned evaltvtion



EVALUATION RESULTS

1. I was able to Llitain a great deal of information concerning recent devel-
opments in the National Center for Educational Co,:munication.

Strongly ,--ree 64.87

Agree 24.3%

Neutral 8.1%
Disagree 2.7%

Strongly Disagree None

2. The information presented concerning new NCEC projects wa,3 insufficient.

Strongly Agree s 4%

Agree 16.2%

Neutral 8.1%
Disagree 40.5%
Strongly Disagree 29.77

3. There were not enough opportunities to share ide,:.s ca dissemine: n with

-other conference participants.

Strongly Agree 5.5%
Agree 41.6%
Neutral 13,87
Disagree 25.07

Strongly Disagree 13.8%

4. The small group sessions were effective and should be repeated at t1 next
conference.

Strongly Agree 54.2%
Agree 40,0%
Neutral 2.8%

Dis2gree 2.8%

Strongly Disagree' None.

5. The on-site visit to an operational state disscmination system ns most
useful.

Strongly Agree 41.4%
Agree 4/.24
Neutral 8.37,

Disagree None
Strongly Disagree None
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6. The on-rite vl;it. to an o,' rational state dissination sy,;tom Should be
repeated at the next conference.

Strongly Agree 36.1%
Agree 50.0,
Neutral 11.1%
Disagree 2.7%
Strongly Disagree None

7. The conference Was organi::ed to make efficient use of participants' skills
and knowledge.

Strongly Agree 13.3%
Agree 41.6%
Neutral 22.2%
Disagree 19.4%
Strongly Disagree 2.7%

8. Question was incorrectly phrased.

9. Modification should he made in the design for the display of promising dis-
semination practices.

Strongly Agree 8.37,

Agree 61.1%
Neutral 27.7k
Disagree 2.7%
Strongly Disagree None

10. Information and methods of procedure presented at the meeting were too gen-
eral to provide guidance in the implementation of dissemination activities.

;:trongly Agree 5.5%
Agree 19.4%
Neutral 11.1%
Disavee 52.7%
Strocgiy Disagree 11.1%

11. In the regional. group Fleeting, I was able to, gain a greater understanding
of regional coordination 11 dissemination activities.

Stror;ly Agree 10.7%
Agree 32.1%
NLutral 28.5%
Di.y,gree 14.2%

Disagree 11!.27,
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12. I will be able to utilize within my SEA methods and concepts presented at
the conference relating to the implementation of disseminition activities.

Strongly Agree 14.7%
Agree 64.7%
Neutral 20.5%
tisagree None
Strongly Disagree None

13. I may not be able to utilize within my SEA methods and concepts presented
at the conference due to constraints exerted by my SEA personnel and slate
factors at the time of ii:plementation.

Strongly Agree 3.1%
Agree 28.1%
Neutral 21.8%
Disagree 46.8%
Strongly Disagree 6.2%



-6-

The activities which I found most vat c1 and effective were:

Small c,roup cessions.

41.6% of respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most valuable
and effective.

Comments:

"Visit to the four 'station' ;'--excellcnt p-esentations with give and

take in question and answer sessions--clear, logical explanations."

"Participants were able to interact easily with psnel members and other
parti:ipants."

"This is where I could zet more direct information."

"All small group meetings were not all equally useful or interesting."

USOT presentationQ in ,-,enern1 sessions.

25.07, of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most
valuable and effective.

Comments:

"Especially the last meeting in which we were allowed to ask questions."

kaforoill_perloral_ssmtacts.

8.3% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most valuable
and effective.

Co:,nients:

"Informal evening interaction. I was able to look at the available com-
puter progrss and cor:pare same. Interaction with CE people."

Othel:

"All of it was of great i.Tortance. I have a whole notebook of notes. It
will take me sovral weok-J to impleent all I need to."

"All activitics--gcneral group meetings, small and regional."

"In general, Leldimony of 'i;00E's willingness to us."

"E?c!1 c,ntrib-t:,,,! to, or l related to, (he next .zossion so that
the confor,:uce ;;...vo. a tr,t.-1 picture of progra.1 dic,;--minati,.-n from Federal

to stabe tO 1oc:14"



The activities of the conference which were of least value or least effective
were:

These comments were more specific and could not be categorized.

"State Management small group."

"The manageent section of the afternoon sessions was most ineffective
mainly because I think this is something we cannot change too much nor
become personally involved. The other three were very practical."

"NCEC presentations. Handouts needed on some presentations. Lecture ap-
proach not in the best interest of participants. Use multi-media (as
Burchinal did). This was better and more meaningful."

"USOE presentations--too many assumptions were made in the area of prior
knowledge--a summary sheet of main points would allow the audience to
listen instead of write."

"The long speeches in the first morning session."

"Large group 'speeches' are a poor communication device."

"Displays were not set up soon enough."

"Regional meetings--most of the regional reps are unable to travel out-
of-state with funds handled by the state."

"Not much chance to mix with other participants. Recol,taend a 'mixer."'

"Tight schedule--no planned sight-seeing. Some people may never have an
o2portunity to visit this 'fair' land again."

"I cannot isolate one 'least effective activity."'
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I feel ti: ht a need :-till exists for:

"Cl.lrificatiea of ,'efinitions: Field Metenqion Agent--USOE; Field Agent- -

SEA; Cr-municatio , SpecialistLEA level; this causes some confusion in

sc7;_:Itics."

"Donning the role of dissc7:ination 'liai:;on'; defining 'dissemination,'
more 1,:nd-out!,, 1,nre or:,ani7.ed mailings to liaison representatives."

"fo define in terrs the role or ieb of the e:ztension agent; to

more clearly ijc,1:Ify are 'diss(::.nating,' and o whom; to
and a,:cri:,e tho rofponsibilities and expectations of the state

11,71i,:on reprc:;e1:zative."

"Moro exchan;:e of forms and products of centers--e.,;., request forms, e-
valuation fen-s, user needs studies, monthly report forms and display of
reports; resource pcx::.ages and other products for ucers."

"More sharing of ideas and efforts by other states."

"For retrieval :,toffs: some specific training in the use of Query or per-
haps a session on logic writing."

"A handbook Fo4.ng sources of infornation of all kinds relating to State
Dissomiation Centers. Locations of fugitive materials, comparisons of re-
trieval services, bibliographies for reference libraries, etc.",

"Inforlal conversations with other participants. I did not feel that there
was tie enoi::;11 1,-tween s;sions for this, and no coon evening functions
such as in Austin."

"More infori:ial 'uteraction in small groups."

"Refinement of f,',t11 grout) activities. Try some triads. Schedule some
second-night activities."

"Prior presentations of raterials and papers. Prime the participants more- -
e.g. the USO1: draft 'rip.'"

le:: developed states get started."

"Approaches to cc,:-!.dinatien of information disse:Iirition in State Depart-
OE :lion1.1 tal:e a firm't strand."

orien._ed RCU/ 0C2 Ed/ Sp Ed/ Title IIT/ 402 inter-
play at titer lvel; h.n(airg controversial elicnts/n.que.its."

"Continued conferences of this type."

"The same at le.7:t once a year."

"R,:gular riTional

"Nitioril Con1or,nvo-, re,y.i)nal reetin:;:;."
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Additional CD7.,:lents:

"Great-1,000 times better than St. Louis."

"This was the best meeting on ERIC or dissemination I have attended since
I started in 1969. I wish there had been more tire for NCEC officials to
have presented and discussed their materials."

"Where do we go from here?"

"I think this has been the most practical conference yet. We are getting
down to nuts and bolts. I think the continuity of membership is impor-
tant."

"Overall this conference was much better than those in the past."

"The conference was most enjoyable, and I feel that the time was well
spent."

"Having Miss South Carolina entertain was an excellent plus to a well-
planned program."

"Educational Products Display Mini-Kit--an excellent dissemination tech-
nique."

"I would suggest that some of our efforts, including financial resources,
should be directed to public information."

"Much improved over previous conferences--particularly nice was the omission
of 'PR' whitewash efforts by presenting projects% Excellent!"

"I think that the whole conference was timely, well planned, informative,
and on target."

"A sum: -try sheet or the conference for participants to include in their
report to their owa supervi-;ors. Also a stmvary before the meeting to
'clue in' new people who have been sent to hold continuity."

"I think that s77111 preentation areas for those states with dissemination
practices would hive boon more effect4ve."

"More explanation (31:: the role of ::CDC in connection with the SEA would be
most helpful."

"Typical South Carolina hospitality greatly appreciated."

"Very beneficial. Our best conference to date!"

"Best conference. Real 'nuts and bolts.' Congratulations to all of you."

"Gracious people orf;ani::cd and ran the program. I hope others do as well
at future 'fites."

"While the purpo.., of the meeting definitely is task on (a,14 should

1
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he), I would hop,! that climate and settins would be a consideration in fu-
ture planning. Most groups I know of go to;:ard the riuntains then it is
hot and sunny deserts ;hen it i; cold, Doesn't this saest sites such
as Washington State, Colorado, MinneFota, Phoenix, San Diego, and Miami?"

"Dr. Ellis and his staff were gracious hosts and the Federal staff did a
great job of the status quo of dissemination ale: ^ with other state and
local pro7,ra:1 participants. Our questions and ccrents w re given serious
consideration and I think it was a very helpful meeting."

"South Carolina staff :ere excellent planners and hosts."



Appendix C

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING

December 7-8, 1972
Hotel Burlington
Washington, D. C.

- The meeting was officially opened by Dr. Ellis, after which the Steering

Committee was welcomed by Dr. Lee Burchinal. Dr. Burchinal spoke informally

about the relationship of N.I.E. to O.E. and the resulting relationship of the

National Dissemination Project to N.I.E. Dr. Burchinal informed the Steering

Committee that N.I.E. is undergoing a fundamental review. An outside panel

will be appointed to review ways and means of effectively disseminating edu-

cational information. It was concluded that the most effective way for the

states to demonstrate their concern for particular N.I.E. projects is to pre-

sent their arguments to this panel.

- South Carolina has submitted a proposal for continuation funding of the

National Project under which the only activity would be a third National

Conference. This extension is to be from January 1 to June 30, 1973. The

Steering Committee discussed the need for a National Project beyond South

Carolina's responsibility and possible objectives and activities of such a

project. Bill Israel of the CCSSO was present and suggested that the Council

may be interested in becoming the Secretariat after South Carolina's term ends.

- Glenn White of Missouri and George Katagiri of Oregon were introduced as new

Steering Committee members. The committee discussed the role of the Steering

Committee after the extension period. The general feeling was that the

Stcering Committee should take a more active part in the project on the

national, regional, and state levels.
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- The next project activity under discussion was the document reporting the

dissemination practices followed in the fifty states. It ,Jas suggested that

editors include information clarifying the facts: that this was a voluntary

activity; that no particular design was used and that the material was gathered

early in 1971.

- The discussion of the project newsletter brought out the fact that no newsletters

would be published during the six months extension. Several suggestions were

made concerning the newsletter after the extension period. The main recommendation

was that it be done on a quarterly basis. The secretariat could use the monthly

mailout to disseminate any materials that should go out before or after the news-

letter.

- Intertwined with the above discussions were plans for the third National

Conference. The Steering Committee set up specific objectives and developed a

working agenda around them. The conference, pending funding, is scheduled for

February 22-23, 1973 in the Washington, D. C. area.

- No future Steering Committee meeting was planned.
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Appendix I

Sli:CIARY AND ANALYSIS

In reviewing the disseminatio:, practices of the twenty-seven states

included in this report, it is evident that various means of disseminativ!;

both technical and general information are employed. The choice of a

particular dissemination technique is contingent on the needs of the audience

to be served. Technical or professional information, intended for local

and state practitioners, is disseminated in most states by Inc-o, newsletter,

or workshop. The intention of such dissemination is the creation of aware-

ness on the part of those who are in a position to implement ne-I procedures.

A transition in the intention of this type of dise-nination has recently

occurred. Several states have responded to this net, thrust by developin7,

dissemination systems whin emphasize interpersonal linkage of information

and user and utilization of e:dsting research for pcolen-solviag and decision-

making. Gereral information, intended co create ,s1blic auareness and/or

elicit public rlction, is disseminated in a multitude of ways.

Most states identify their ETV syst-is as an integral part of the

dissemination proc':Iss. All, states use ,,orkshops and conferences for irv;Lruction

and informition. Oth,-r --.'-is of dissemin_lting 11-,erttion irell,de slide

presentations, brochures, consultants, etc..

The de(,,ree of sophistication in Cite develcv-Ant of proco&tres for

adaptation and ,dontion of promising ,-rrctiees (1,.. -.11,.. nn i1;,-s or:;ari, ILien

within each state education 1-;ency. In most io,;t noes the P,, ,1 ic Inior:,,iLion

Officer 's considered tai' central com-rflnications lint. for 010 di_sqetniraLinn

of general information. Technical or professiou:t information is generally

disseminated by one o, :,ev(..-al deci-,it,n4 iLhin ilw Sr\: In,;',-uction or
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General Education (curriculum consultants); Federal Programs (Title III,

Title I, etc.); or Pe:,earch and Development. Most state education agencies

are atteetins to develop comprehensive statements concerning dissemination

practices.

It is concluded that there are efforts within state education agencies

to encourage the il-lementation of change. In many stat2 education agencies

funding is a major handicap. Other state education agencies are solving

this problem by atter'pting to coordinate proposals for funds under several

federal and state programs.

In addition to funding, the three major problems which hinder the

development of efficient SEA dissemination systems are:

1. Most state education agencies have not identified formal
policies or procedures regarding the publication or pro-
ductier-of materials used for dissemination.

2. The concept of coordinated dissemination system often
lacks priority with administrative levels.

3. The di:,:eminatiou concept is vague enough to seem to include
a 7-ie range of activities. The lack of a distinct defi-
nitog i.,kes centralization of resources and activities
difficult.

In s,lite of these problems, proposals are being written, dis-emination

officers are bein hired, and some attempts to centralize the dissemination

process are evident.



Appendix J

CONFERENCE SUMMARY

The third National Dissemination Conference sponsored by the South Carolina-

N.I.E. project entitled "A Joint Effort to Enhance Dissemination Functions in

State Education Agencies" was held at the Holiday Inn in Chevy Chase, Maryland,

February 21-23, 1973. forty -one states were represented; in attendance, also,

were thirteen representatives of the National Institute of Education and two

representatives of the U. S. Office of Education. The conference program was

designed to provide opportunities for participants: to he informed of the status

of the State Education Agencies' effort to continue to play a significant role in

the development and utilization of dissemination activities; to provide learning

opportunities through a display of outstanding projects and information provided

by knowledgable speakers; to share with N.I.E. interpretations of directions con-

sidered critical in developing effective capabilities in State Education Agencies.

Conference participants were welcomed by Dr. W. E. Ellis, Project Director.

Then Mr. Charles Haughey, Mr. Harvey Marron, and Mr. Richard Elmendorf of the

National Institute of Education explained some of the changes that had taken place

in N.I.E. and some of the plans N.I.E. has for dissemination activities.

The remainder of the morning was spent in small group sessions. Conference

participants were divided into three groups which circulated through three ses-

sions. One of the sessions, directed by Dr. W. E. Ellis, Mr. Gregory Benson, Jr.,

and Mr. Royal Honline, was on the subject of Funding Sources for Dissemination

Activities. The other two sessions were presentations of dissemination activities

within two State Education Agencies. Dr. Charles Mojkowski made the presenta-

tion for Rhode Island and nr. Richard Herlig made the presentation for Kansas.

At the luncheon that afternoon Mr. Robert Chesley, Dissemination Task Force,

introduced some of those who had contributed projects for display at the confer-

ence. Then Dr. Carl Lang, Director of the Clearinghouse on Higher Education, spoke

a few word,; concerning tho role of a clearinghouse.
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The afternoon session, Evaluation of Pilot State Projects: A Summary,

was presented by Dr. John Coulson of N.I.E. Also, that afternoon regional

meetings were held and a block of time was reserved for the purpose of viewing

displays brought in by various states and commercial enterprises.

The final morning presentation included a panel discussion on Educational

Change and Dissemination -Alich was chaired by Dr. Thomas Clemcnr_ and included

panelists Mr. Gregory Benson, Jr., Steering Committee; Dr. William Paisley,

Stanford University; and Mr. Josh Smith, Amerian Society for Information Sci-

ence. Then Dr. William Paisley spoke on Information Needs in Education and

Dr. Byron Hansford, Executive Secretary of the Council of Chief State School

Officers presented Plans for Secretariat Continuation.

After some final business was taken care of, the meeting was adjourned.



Appendix K

EVALUATION RESULTS

1. I was able to obtain a great deal of information concerning recent devel-
opments in the National Institute of Education (NCEC on questionnaire for
May conference).

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 64.87 21.4%
Agree 24.3% 57.1%
Neutral 8.1% 14.30
Disagree 2.7% 7.1%
Strongly Disagree Nove None

2. The information presented concerning the status of NIE funds for dissemi-
nation was insufficient.

February 1973

Strongly Agree 10.7%
Agree 35.7%
Neutral 17.9%
Disagree 28.5%
Strongly Disagree 7.1%

3. There were not enough opportunities to share ideas or dissemination with
other conference participants.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 5.5% None
Agree 41.6% 32.1%
Neutral 13.8% 10.7%
Disagree 25.0% 42.8%
Strongly Disagree 13.8% 14.3%

4. The small group sessions were effective and provided valuable experience
and knowledge.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 54.27 21.4%
Agree 40.0% 60.7%
Neutral 2.8% 14.3%
Disagree 2.8% 3.6%
Strongly Disagree None None

5. The conference was organized to make efficient use of participants' skills
and knowledge.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 13.8% 10.7%
Agree 41.6% 71.4%
Neutral 22.2% 10.7%
Disagree 19.4% 7.1%
Stron-l- Disagree 2.7% None



6. The display of dissemination projects was not effective.

February 1973

Strongly Agree None
Agree 10.7%
Neutral 28.5%
Disagree 57.1%
Strongly Disagree 3.6%

7. The models and projects on display provided knowledge that can be put
into practical use.

February 1973

No answer 3.6%
Strongly Agree 7.1%
Agree 50.0%
Neutral 35.7%
Disagree 3.6%
Strongly Disagree None

8. Information and methods of procedure presented at this meeting were too
general to provide guidance in the implementation of dissemination activ-
ities.

No answer

May 1972 February 1973

3.6%
Strongly Agree 5.5% None
Agree 19.4% 10.7%
Neutral 11.1% 10.7%
Disagree 52.7% 67.8%
Strongly Disagree 11.1% 7.1%

9. In the regional group meeting, I was able to gain a greater understanding
of regional coordination in dissemination activities.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 10.7% 10.7%
Agree 32.1% 42.8%
Neutral 28.5% 21.4%
Disagree 14.2% 21.4%
Strongly Disagree 14.2% 3.6%

10. I will be able to utilize within my SEA methods and concepts presented at
the conference relating to the implementation of dissemination activities.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 14.7% 14.3%
Agree 64.7% 71.4%
Neutral 20.5% 14.3%

Disagree None None
Strongly 'Isagree None None



- 3--

11. I may no be able to utilize within my SEA methods and concepts presented
at the conference due to constraints exerted by my SEA personnel and state
factors at the time of implementation.

May 1972 February 1973

Strongly Agree 3.1% None
Agree 28.1% 28.5%
Neutral 21.8% 25.5%
Disagree 46.8% 39.3%
Strongly Disagree 6.2% 7.1%
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The activities of the conference which I found most valuable and effective
were:

Small group sessions.

43.5% of respondents who answered this question specifically mentioned
this activity as most valuable and effective.

Comments:

"Small group meetings -- good."

"Kansas and Rhode Island presentations."

Presentations by NIE personnel.

34.8% of the respondents mentioned specific presentations by NIE personnel
or the interchange with NIE representatives in general as a most valuable
part of the conference.

Comments:

"Presentation by Haughey (first session)."

"NIE presentation."

"Comments by NIE staff."

Informal personal contacts.

21.7% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most val-
uable and effective.

Comments:

"The chance to interact with professionals in the dissemination process."

"Informal discussions with NIE staff and also with representatives from
other states."

Regional meetings.

13.0% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most val-
uable and effective.

Panel discussion.

13.0% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most val-
uable and effective.
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Presentation by Byron ?fans ford.

8.7% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as most val-
uable and effective.

Other.

"Discussion of methods used in other states."

"This conference was quite effective in providing us with vital information
in a time of crisis."

"Large group presentations."
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The activities of the conference which were of least value or least effective
were:

Materials display.

25% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as least val-
uable or least effective.

Comments:

"Displays--I have seen most of them before. But this kind of thing should
be continued jut the sane because new materials will emerge."

Panel Discussion.

15% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as least val-
uable or least effective.

Comments:

"Panel not organized as a panel."

Time constraints.

10% of the respondents specifically mentioned this aspect of the conference
as least valuable or least effective.

Comments:

"Lack of time for much activity as above." (Inter-personal exchanges)

Small group on "Funding Sources".

10% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as least val-
uable or least effective.

Comments:

"Funding source small group session--few people seemed to grasp what the
session was all about."

Luncheon speech.

10% of the respondents specifically mentioned this activity as least val-
uable or least effective.

Other.

15% of the respondents indicated that all activities of the conference had
some value.



"Lack of specific information from NIE."

"Large group meetings."

"Regional discussion."

"Displays, presentation of Sieber's report (we had already made a major
effort to assimilate the results of his study)."
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I feel that a ne.d still exists for:

These comments were more specific and could not be catagorizod.

"Inclusion of vocational RC:'s into the NDC and consideration also given
to including Agricultural Extension Service and other formal dissemination
programs."

"More involvement of organizations like CCSSO."

"Some how-tos--exarlple, information packabing--marketing skills."

"More information concerning NTE, what's happening, :hat future dissemina-
tion has, if any, and what we do it the meanti Ae."

"A strong tie with NIE."

"Clear-cut policy on regional thrust both by the group and by NIE."

"Information on funding and implementation of the educational extension
agent concept."

"Let's not forget that there are always new people at these meetings who
need some basics."

"More time."

"Further clarification of policies and role of NIE; explication of NTE
personnel functions (who to see for what); indications of projected resource
availability for programs through SEA's."

"improved quality control in Clearinghouses on a rating scale."

"Better regional meetings."

"Dissemination efforts in the states will be seriously crippled without
some Federal funding--directly or indirectly."

"More small group discussion where questions and answers flow freely. Per-
haps even these groups may be on an intimate one-to-one basis: a larger
center with a less experienced smaller center where the one could offer per-
sonal suggestions, answers to the newer center's problems and questions."

"Reinforcement and review activities."

"Swapping more record keeping forms, technical problems and solutions which
work for each sys:om, methods of evaluating services and internal P. R."

"National conferences."

"More regional meetings."



Additional Cc-ent:

"Let's don't stop now."

"The speakers wore excellent in their frank and open discussion , the
.prohlems. The conference participants were aware of the difficulties but
seemed to 1.ave with a t,pirit that we will continue one way or another
in a dissmination t\stcm linkinr; the local, state and national resouic,,,
as Ed (Pr. E. Ellis) :lidto improve the education of boys and
Recommend that Dr. Ellis continue to serve as the "secretariat" to inspire,
push, and licip keep us roini."

"We need to swap manuals of operation--also a little more candor of prob-
lems involved in large ;,v-tems would be appreciated."

"A valuable experience--all too short for the many concerns discussed."

"Very good conference."

"Generally I felt the occasion was entertaining and informative--surely
not a waste of time or expenses."

"Great to meet sr, many capable people at all levels of dissemination."

"Program was well organised and efficient. Most of the speakers were very
good. Too much slack tire (evenings)."

"NIL personnel do not seem to be fully aware that they are not only obli-
gated to carry out executive and legislative mandates but they should also
provide advice on policies, programs and processes for future consideration;
the potential decrease of assistance through discontinuation of funding
programs such as ESEA Titles III and V is only one area for which they should
be suggesting other alternatives since both have potential for deleterious
effects or' the future effectiveness of their operations."

"Good show."

"Well done!"

"Typical well-run program by South Carolina."

"Needed larger rooms for the small group discussions. 805 and 905 were
too cramped."

"Well conceived and executed,"

"I would live to see more displays of commercial companies and other groups
with materials on microfiche and of use to elementary and secondary schools."

"Enforce NO SMOKING during sessions--it is a most annoying, irritable prac-
tice."

"This was a well organize, ,onference as is par for the course for South
Carolina and the steering committee."


